
Dear Editor Andrea Knittel,

We are grateful for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript “Incarceration Hias &
Psychological Mechanism” to PLOS ONE. We were pleased to hear that the reviewers commented on
the research “a much-needed study about the mechanisms underlying discriminatory processes in
hiring by race/ethnicity and incarceration history”, on a “a timely and important topic”, and our
manuscript “structures in a clear and articulate way”.

We found the thoughtful and generous suggestions by you and the two reviewers to be very helpful as
we revised our manuscript. We believe the revised manuscript is much stronger thanks to the feedback.
We outline how we incorporated the suggestions and addressed the concerns below.

Major concerns/suggestions

1. Reviewer 1 pointed out they’d like to see us providing more context demonstrating
the (un)employment consequences of incarceration, and support for Hypothesis #1.

We are grateful for Reviewer 1 for this general suggestion. We have revisited this part of our
introduction, and have enriched the context leading up to Hypothesis #1. For instance, on Page 4, we
have cited further - and recent - research (also thanks to suggestions from Reviewer #2) demonstrating
unemployment consequences of incarceration history (e.g., Reich, 2007; DeWitt & Denver, 2020).
Importantly, research mostly converged to demonstrate a clear employment disadvantage for
individuals with incarceration history, despite the different contexts, jobs, candidate race
manipulations, etc. examined  in each research study cited here.

2. Review 1 points out that they would like to see us elaborate on the section on
intersectionality.

In the revised manuscript, we have now added more substance (such as on Pages 9-10), while also
pointing out that there has been little to none theoretical or empirical work regarding intersectionality
between race and incarceration history. For this reason, we drew from the gendered race theoretical
perspective as a general framework for making predictions regarding how race and incarceration
history could interact to inform hiring decisions.

3. Review 1 asked for more clarification and delineation of the “warmth, competence,
morality, sociability” constructs.
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We appreciate Review 1 pointing out that in our original manuscript, we were using “warmth” and
“sociability” interchangeably to refer to the same dimension of social perception. This is mostly
because of the inconsistency of terminology in previous literature - the same dimension has been
referred to by both/either terms (for instance, “warmth” in Young & Powell, 2015, and “sociability” in
Brambilla et al., 2011).

In the revised manuscript, we make it clear that the warmth/sociability dimension is one of the three
dimensions of person perception. We have changed the language throughout the manuscript to be
consistent and clear.

4. Reviewer 2 pointed out that the justification of “intergroup threat” was thin in the
original manuscript, and suggested focusing on “perceived risk for liability and safety
reasons”. Here Reviewer #2 also suggested additional research.

First of all, we are grateful for Reviewer 2’s suggestions of additional literature to enrich our
literature review and introduction in general. We have consulted the suggested research, and have
incorporated them into our narrative. For instance, we found that incorporating Reich (2017) helped
us strengthen the background discussion on the effect of incarceration history on willingness to
employ, which also addresses Reviewer 1’s suggestion (explained above) of enriching the literature on
this relationship (incarceration history and employment outcomes).

In addition, we also incorporated recent work from DeWitt & Denver (2020), as suggested by
Reviewer #2. Specifically, on Page 6, we have added: “Most recently, DeWitt & Denver (2020) found
that while job applicants with an incarceration history were viewed more negatively in the hiring context,
race (Black or White) did not moderate such an effect. Importantly, DeWitt & Denver (2020) posited
several possible reasons for the null effect of race, such as their survey methodology, or the possibility that
certain social categories could dominate our perception when encountering multiple intersectional social
categories (DeWitt & Denver, 2020).”

Moreover, we believe that the inclusion of this work also helps add to comment #2 above
(from Reviewer 1) concerning intersectionality. On Page 9, we added further clarification
regarding this point “It is also possible, as DeWitt & Denver (2020) pointed out in their writing, that
certain social categories could dominate our perception when encountering multiple intersectional social
categories. For instance, Rattan and colleagues (2019) found that evaluation of job candidates depended
on which social category was more salient in the given context, even when the job candidates were perceived
to belong to multiple social categories. In a stereotypically male and stereotypically Asian employment
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context, participants rated an Asian American female applicant as more hirable when her race, rather
than gender, was made salient (Rattan et al., 2019).”

In considering our research in light of the comments from reviewers and additional literature we’ve
reviewed during revision, we’ve now eliminated the measures of perceived threat (reflected on Page 14
as well as in our hypotheses, model and power estimates). Our prior conceptualization of threat
emphasized interpersonal threat, which may be less relevant for professional positions and hiring
decisions made by people who may not personally interact with the job candidate. This will also allow
us to better focus on the core person perception and theory we plan to test.

In addition, we also had extensive discussion on the role of perceived risk for liability and safety
reasons, and consulted the additional literature suggested by Reviewer 2. While we agree that perceived
risk for liability and safety could play a role in hiring individuals with incarceration history, we
eventually decided that such measures would not be the best fit in the current study. Because our
participants are instructed to put themselves in the position of a hiring manager evaluating the quality
and fit of the job application, and not in the position of HR personnel who are typically responsible
for the legal aspects of hiring. For this reason, we don’t think perceived risk for liability and safety is of
central concern in this specific context.

5. Reviewer #2 asked for more justification for our name selections.

First of all, we agree with the Reviewer’s point about using an “Americanized” first name for our Asian
job candidate, so that it does not introduce the possible confound of activating the stereotype
regarding English fluency. While it is unfortunate and probably unavoidable that an Asian name (even
Americanized first name with an Asian last name) would activate foreigner stereotypes (and relatedly,
stereotypes regarding English fluency), we agree that using an Americanized first name (e.g., Kevin)
would help temper this possible confound. In addition, we appreciate the additional source that
Reviewer #2 shared (Gladdis, 2017). While we agree and fully recognize that different Black names may
signify different levels of socioeconomic class, we must prioritize a strong manipulation of ethnicity. Of
course, as Gladdis (2017) points out, the more Black stereotypical names tend to be perceived to
belong to lower SES, and we recognize that this may be a limitation of the current study. To provide
further justification and clarification along these lines, on Page 14, , we added “​​For instance, in a
previous study, the Black name Jamal was perceived as black among more than 95% of respondents
(Gladdis, 2017a). In a separate study, it was shown that when Hispanic first names were combined with
Hispanic last names (as opposed to Anglo last names), the individual was perceived as Hispanic more than
90% of the time (Gladdis, 2017b).”
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We also now make an effort to address Reviewer 2’s comment regarding perceived SES of the names.
For instance, on Page 14, we add: “However, to offset potential covariance of minoritized names with
lower SES, we used an atypical White name of Kody, because atypical names are more likely to be given
by mothers with lesser education (Barlow & Lahey, 2018).”

Before we conduct the study, we would pilot our chosen names to make sure that the vast majority of
participants would attribute the ethnicity correctly according to our intended manipulation.
Moreover, we think that social class signal is quite interesting in this context, and would love to explore
this factor further in follow up work. We have now added some clarification in our manuscript, and
have pointed out this limitation in the Discussion section.

Minor concerns/suggestions:

Reviewer #1 pointed out that by manipulating incarceration through signaling the applicant
as the founder and president of an organization for formerly incarcerated people, it is
possible that this would make the results potentially more conservative. We agree with the
reviewer’s comment in that being the founder and president of such an organization, in addition to
manipulating incarceration status, could have possibly also signaled positive characteristics (especially
in morality, competence, warmth, etc.). Therefore, we’ve changed this manipulation to member and
Secretary of the organization. This change is reflected in the revised manuscript.

Reviewer #1 asked for clarification about the framing of the study’s overall aims, which were
previously indicated as better understanding mechanisms of the unemployment collateral
consequence and its disparate impact on people of color. We revised our aim to emphasize the
psychological mechanisms we’re interested in. This aim now reads “Although past research has
examined main and interactive effects of criminal history and ethnicity on biased hiring outcomes, little
is known about the psychological mechanisms through which these biases may occur. Therefore, the current
study seeks to better understand the psychological mechanisms for the unemployment collateral
consequence.”
Review #1 suggested that we use either Latinx or Chicanx throughout the manuscript for
consistency and to avoid confusion. We agree with this point and now refer to this level of our
ethnicity manipulation “Latinx”.

Reviewer #1 asked about our reasoning for focusing on human resource managers. To clarify,
we are recruiting individuals who are in the position to hire (e.g., hiring managers), and NOT
specifically HR managers. We have added clarifications in the manuscript as well (Page 13).
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Reviewer #1 also asked about our reasoning for choosing this particular job posting. Here
we’d like to clarify that we had intended to use a white collar job, which adds to the literature on
hireability of previously incarcerated individuals focusing primarily on blue collar jobs. We also
planned to use an entry level position, in order to allow room for variability  among hireability
judgments. Lastly, we adapted a job ad from a similar position at our university to increase ecological
validity. We added clarifications in our manuscript (Page 14).

Reviewer #2 suggested adding  additional questions to Appendix M about the size of
respondents’ departments/units in which they were hiring managers and the number of years
they’ve been in these roles. We have added two questions to the Demographic Survey for the size of
respondents’ departments/units as well as the number of years they have been in a role in which they
hire other employees.

Reviewers #1 and #2 indicated a lack of description for data access. We added a paragraph at the
beginning of the methods section describing pre-registration and access to data.

We thank you and the two reviewers for the valuable suggestions that have improved the manuscript.
Naturally, we have also re-read and edited the entire paper to make additional improvements, fixed
some typos. streamlined the paper after making the suggested changes, and edited formatting to adhere
to the publication guidelines of the journal. We believe the paper is much stronger than our initial
submission and hope it is ready for publication.

Sincerely, 
  

 
Christopher Beasley, Ph.D. Y. Jenny Xiao, Ph.D.
University of Washington, Tacoma University of Washington, Tacoma
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